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The 13th March , 1995 
No. 14 / 13 /87-6Lab./ 383. - In pursuance of the provisions of section 17 of the IndustrlalDisputes 
Act, 1947 (Central Act No.XIV of 1947) the Gowrnor of Haryana is pleased to publish the following award 
of Presiding Officer , Industrial Tribune.l-cum - Labrur Court Ambala in respect of the dispute between the 
workman and the management of M /s. M.D. Haryana Ware Housings Corporation ; 17 - E Chandigarh 
versus Union President Employees Association , Haryana . 
INTHE COURT OF SHRI S. R. BANSAL (ADDL. DISTT. & SESSIONS JUDGE ) PRESIDING 

OFFICER , INDUSTRIAL TRIBUNAL- CUM - LABOUR COURT ,AMBALA 


Reference No. IT -R -9/89 
UNION PRESIDENT EMPLOYEES ASSOCIATION, HARYANA WARE HOUSING , JAIN 
COLLEGE ROAD , AMBALA CITY 

Workman 


And 


THE MANAGING DIRECI OR , HARYANA WARE HOUSING CORPORAION , S.C.O. 8 , SECTOR 
17- E , CHANDIGARH 

Management 


Present : 


WR . Shri J. R , Sharma. 


MR . Shri P.S. Sharma. 


AWARD 


In exercise of the powers conferred by clause (c) of sub-section (1) of section 10 of the Industrial 
Disputes Act, 1947 ( for short called asthe Aci ), the Governor of Hai ye na referred the following dispute 
between the workmen union President Employees Associction, Hüsyana Ware Housing, Jain College Road , 
Ambala City and the management Managing Director, Haryana.Ware Housing Cospos crion, S.C.O. 8 , 
Sector 17 - E , Chandigarh to this court for adjudication , -vide Hai yana Govei nment Notification bearing 
No. 16001–16005 , dated 41h April , 1989 : 

( 1) क्या प्रबन्धकों की केवल बेसिक वंज के 8:33 प्रतिशत की दर से श्रमिकों की भविष्य निधि की ओर 

योगदान करने की कारवाई न्यायोचित तथा ठीक है ? यदि नहीं तो किस विवरण से ? 
( 2 ) क्या श्रमिकों की टिफन भत्ता देने की मांग न्यायोचित तथा ठीक है ? यदि हां तो किस विवरण से ? 
( 3) क्या संस्था के क्षेत्रीय कार्यालयों में कार्यरत श्रमिकों की चिकित्सा भत्ता में बढ़ोतरी करने की मांग 

न्यायोचित तथा ठीक है ? यदि हों तो किस विवरण से ? 
Haryana Ware Housing Corporation Employe. 6 Association (for short called as the Union ) has raised 
the present dispute by scy ving a demand notice dated 6th October, 1988. The Labour Offioci -cum -Concilia 
tion Officer h: Id the conciliation proceedings. 7 he same having failed ,the appropriate Governmenimade the 
above mentioned i efeience to this court . 


1 


On roccipi vf the feelių riotices WEIC IEELes to the avion es well as to the management . The 
union appeared and £ bmiucd ihe sale macau of claim dated 30th June , 1989. It was all grd inihe claim 
statement that the Central Ware Housing Corporation has 50 per cent shares of the managı m nt whereas 
the remaining 50 per cent are shared by Government of Her yana. It is alleged that the management has been 
violating the employces Provident Fund (Miscellaneous Provisions) Act, 1952 in as much as it has been deduc 
ting 8.33 per. cept on account of cmployecs share and contributing @ 8 per cent and 8. 33 per cent of the basic 
pay only while the deduction and conuibution is to be made under the provision of the Act onihe basic payt 
DÁTany retaining ellowance.So the management is liable to contribute on the above mentioned 1066 
weges and is further liable 10 compensate the demeyes caliced to the employees wilhieu neprcive effic . It 
has also been alleged that the mina ge ment has not been continui buing the employees and employers sheje 
for the first year of service rendered by ihr employees ec mich eo 1 he 1 ate of intes1 paid by the menog ment 
is 2 to 3 per cent less than ontherate of interest declared by the Govej nmem from time to time. It is further 
the case i hat no payment of G. P. F. has been made to the ad hoc employees or to the employees who have been 
separated from The service of the Coloperation and on this accorini the coi poi alion has foi feited a 
sum of more than Rs. One Lac . It is further alleged that the management is to consibute @ 10 per cent 
employees and employrcs shale wc, f. 1st June , 1989 as declared by Govej nment of India along 
with rate of interest as rate payable . It is further i he case that the deposit link inswance shceme provided 
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under the Act has also been violated by the corporation and thus better scheme in lieu of this is demanded . 
It is also alleged that thecorporation has not been inmplementing the family pension scheme provided under 
the Act nor bas it been providing any facility of food to the employees while on workon the susidized rates 
and therefore the workmen are entitled Rs. 60 per month on account of Tiffin allowance v . e.f. October, 
1988. The Union has further clelmed Rs. 200 per month on account of medical facility in addition to 
Rs . 200 per annum already being paid to them . 

The ma na gement.pleaded that thc coi poration is paying wages, the benefits and extending the facilities 
as per policy of corporation framed from time to timeand approved by the State Governmentand further that 
it has not violated any rules of employces Providein Fund 2.6 alleged!. 

I he Union submitted replication controverting the alegations of the written statement filed 
and reiterating those made in the claim statement . On the rival contentions of the parties the following 
points in issues were laid down for decision, vide order dated 12th February , 1990 % 
( 1 ) क्या प्रबन्धकों की केवल बेसिक बज 6:35 की दर से श्रमिकों के भविष्य निधि की और योगदान करने की 

कारवाई न्यायोचित तथा ठीक है ? यदि नहीं तो किस विवरण से ? 
( 2 ) क्या श्रमिकों की टिफन भत्ता देने की मांग न्यायोचित तथा ठीक है ? यदि हाँ तो किस विवरण से ? 
( 3 ) क्या संस्था के क्षेत्रीय कार्यालयों में कार्यरत श्रमिकों की चिकित्सा भत्ता में बढ़ोतरी करने की मांग 

न्यायोचित तथा ठीक है ? यदि हां , तो फिस विवरण से ? 
( 4). क्या वादीगण claim file करने से estopped है ? 
( 5 ) festa ? 

Parties led evidence . I have heard the representatives of the parties. My issuc -wisc findings are 
a6 under 
Issues No. 1 , 2 & 3 : 

In support of his case the union has produced WW - I Shri N.S. Chauhan , its president who has sup 
ported the case of the union as made out in the claim xacment. The u nich kee leo produced docu 
ments Ex . Wolto W - 8 . In rebuttal the management produced MW - 1 Shri R. B. Sharma, Srcetary of the 
management who has supported the case of the ma ngement a& made out in the written statement. 
The statement of the witness examined on behalf of the management showsthat the provident fund is being 
deducted and contributed as pes sules framed by the Hai ya.na. Were Housing Corporation . I he management 
is not supposed to work as per wishes of the union . Moreover th : provident fund is always applicable 
on the basic salary and not on the allowance as alleged by the union . Moreover the union should apprezch 
the Regional Provident Fund Commissioner who is the competent authority to adjudicate tipon the matter 
if the union is so aggrieved . The witness of the management has also stated that the corporation is having 
contributing providen fund scheme so the question cf gient cfpension does not arise. The witness examined 
by the management has also stated that there is no such practice in the State Government or the corporaion 
to proviąe fund to the employees on subsidised rates. Hence the union can not be held entitled to Rs. 60 
per month per cmployee on account of difference allowance . Further more the corporation following State 
Government instructions regarding payment of fixed medical allowance and the workmen union can not , 
the efore , be held entitled to any further incy csege in the medical allowance . The finding on allthese issues 
shall,therefore ,.stand returned against the workma 17-u nion and in favour of the mangement- corpora - 
tion . 
Issue No. 4 : 

The onus to prove on this issue was on the management. The management has not argued this issue 
at the time of arguments . I he finding on this issue is , thercaforc , returned against the minagimint and in 
favour ( f the workmen -union . 
Relief : 

In the end , it is held that the workmen -union is not entitled to any relief . 
The refcrence shall stand answered accordingly . 

S. R. BANSAL , 
The 25th Jamiary, 1995 . 

Additional District & Sessions Judge , 

Presiding Officer , Industrial Tribu nal-cum -Labour Court, Ambala . 
Endorsement No. 118 , dated 1 hc 251 h January , 1995 . 


Forwarded (four copies ) to the Financial Commissioner and Sec . eta , y to Govertiment of Haryana , 
Labour and Employment Departments , Chandigarh asst quired under section 15 of the Industrial Disputes 
Act , 1947 . 

S. R. BANSAL, 


Additional District & Sessions Judge , 
Presiding Officer , Industrial Tribunal-cum -Li.bcus Court, Ambala . 


